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1. This international preliminary examination report has been prepared by this International Preliminary Examining Authority 
and is transmitted to the applicant according to Article 36. 



2. This REPORT consists of a total of . 



10 sheets, including this cover sheet 



This report is also accompanied by ANNEXES, i.e., sheets of the description, claims and/or drawings which have been 
amended and are the basis for this report and/or sheets containing rectifications made before this Authority (see Rule 
70.16 and Section 607 of the Administrative Instructions under the PCT). 



These annexes consist of a total of _ 



16 



3. This report contains indications relating to the following items: 
Basis of the report 



Non-establishment of opinion with regard to novelty, inventive step and industrial applicability 
Lack of unity of invention 

Reasoned statement under Article 35(2) with regard to novelty, inventive step or industrial applicability; 
citations and explanations supporting such statement 

Certain documents cited 

Certain defects in the international application 

Certain observations on the international application 
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1 1. Basis of the report 



| Internatid^^pplication No. 

PCT/DE2003/000176 



1. With regard to the elements of the international application:* 
| | the international application as originally filed 
the description: 

pages . 

pages , 



1-12 



.filed with the letter of 



, as originally filed 
™~~ , filed with the demand 
07 April 2004 (07,04.2004) 



the claims: 

pages 

pages 

pages 

pages 



1-13 



, as originally filed 

, as amended (together with any statement under Article 19 

, filed with the demand 
" 07 April 2004 (07.04.2004) 



-B filed with the letter of 



the drawings: 
pages 



, as originally filed 



, filed with the demand 



pages 



filed with the letter of 



| | the sequence listing part of the description: 



pages 
pages 



, as originally filed 

filed with the demand 



, filed with the letter of 



2 With regard to the language, all the elements marked above were available or furnished to this Authority in the language in which 
1 ' the international application was filed, unless otherwise indicated under this item. 

S elements were available or furnished to this Authority in the following language _ wmcn 

□ the language of a translation furnished for the purposes of international search (under Rule 23.1(b)). 

□ the language of publication of the international application (under Rule 48.3(b)). 

□ the language of the translation furnished for the purposes of international preliminary examination (under Rule 55.2 and/ 
or 55.3). 

With regard to any nucleotide and/or amino acid sequence disclosed in the international application, the international 
' preliminary examination was carried out on the basis of the sequence listing: 
| | contained in the international application in written form. 
| | filed together with the international application in computer readable fonn. 
[ | furnished subsequently to this Authority in written form. 
PI furnished subsequently to this Authority in computer readable form. 

□ The statement that the subsequently furnished written sequence listing does not go beyond the disclosure in the 
international application as filed has been furnished. 

□ The statement that the information recorded in computer readable form is identical to the written sequence listing has 
been furnished. 

4. O The amendments have resulted in the cancellation of: 

I | the description, pages . 

| 1 the claims, Nos. . 

I | the drawings, sheets/fig . 



r-, This report has been established as if (some of) the amendments had not been mnde, since they have been considered to go 
| 5- |_J beyond the disclosure as filed, as indicated in the Supplemental Box (Rule 70.2(c)).** 

I ^ZplLtmnt sheet containingsmhame.yimentsm^ 1 ondann^dtothisreport. 
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in. Non-establishment of opinion with regard to novelty, inventive step and industrial applicability | 


1. The questions whether the claimed invention appears to be novel, to involve an inventive step (to be non obvious), or to be I 
industrially applicable have not been examined in respect of: 1 


| | the entire international application. 




|^| claims Nos b!3 




because: 




1 — 1 the said international application, or the said claims Nos. : — , 

□ refate to the following subject matter which does not require an international preliminary examination (specijyj. 


rC7| the description, claims or drawings (indicate particular elements below) or sai 
I2SJ are so unclear that no meaningful opinion could be formed (specify): 


d claims Nos. 1-13 1 


1 See supplemental sheet. 




, — -, the claims, or said claims Nos. _ 

| | by the description that no meaningful opinion could be tormed. 


are so inadequately supported J 


["""] no international search report has been established for said claims Nos. 




2 A meaningful international preliminary examination cannot be carried out due to the feilure of the nucleotide and/or ammo acid 
sequence Hating to comply with the standard provided for in Annex C of the Administrative Instructions: 


Q the written form has not been furnished or does not comply with the standard. 


Q the computer readable form has not been furnished or does not comply with the standard. 
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1 . General 



The following documents cited in the international 
search report are considered relevant : 



Dl: Joint Video Team of ISO/IEC 2nd Meeting 

Geneva, CH, 29.01.2002, pp. 1-6, XP002243591 

(Stockhammer et al) 
D2: Proc. 12th Int. Packet Video Workshop 24- 

26.4.2002, pp. 1-12, (Stockhammer et al) 
D3 : Proc. Intl. Conf. On Image Processing ICIP, 

Lausanne, vol. 1, 16.09.1996, pp. 763-766 (Liao 

et al) 

D4: IEEE J SAC-18 no. 16, June 2000, pp. 1050-1062 

(Wiegand et al) 
D5: IEEE J SAC-18 no. 16, June 2000, pp. 966-976 

(Zhang et al) 
D6: IEEE J SAC-18 no. 16, June 2000, pp. 952-965 

(Cote et al) 
D7: Proc. IEEE ICASSP, San Francisco, vol. 5, 

23.03.1992, pp. 545-548 (Haskell et al) 



Dl and D2 were published after the priority date of 
the present application. Priority document 
DE 102 02 500.2 is available. 



The present independent claims and the majority of 
the dependent claims are so unclear (see points 2. 
to 4 . ) that it is not possible to examine any of 
the claims for compliance with PCT Article 33(2) 
and (3) . 
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2. Claim 1: 

Claim 1 is interpreted as follows (objections and 
comments in angle brackets) : 



images, each comprising a plurality of 
macroblocks, and suitable for use in error- 
prone networks, 
wherein 

(b) one group of the macroblocks of the images is 
coded in <according to> a first intra- coding 
mode 

<This very broad feature includes, inter 
alia, the following cases: 

(i) all macroblocks of an image are coded 
according to the first intra-coding mode and 
all macroblocks of another image are coded 
according to the second intra-coding mode 
mentioned further below; 

(ii) the macroblocks of an image are coded 
partly according to the first and partly 
according to the second intra-coding mode.> 

(bl) depending on predefined criteria 



<It is totally unclear from the wording of 
the feature 

(xl) whether the first intra-coding method 
per se should be technically dependent on 
the stated criteria - this is a reasonable 
interpretation, since the claim goes on to 



Method 



(a) 



suitable for coding a sequence of digitised 
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mention a second intra -coding method which 
therefore must differ technically from the 
first, or 

(x2) whether the selection of a block for 
coding according to the first intra-coding 
method should depend on the stated criteria, 
and 

(x3) what type of criteria are used - the 
application of a criterion normally implies 
comparison of a variable with a reference 
quantity and a decision based on the result 
of the comparison. If the stated dependency 
on predefined criteria is intended to 
represent a technical limitation, then the 
corresponding technical features are vital 
for providing clarity. 

The application thus lacks clarity (PCT 
Article 6) . This defect cannot be overcome 
by reference to a claim that is dependent on 
claim 1. It should be noted that the 
additional features in claims 2 to 5 refer 
to the reasons for and the frequency 
distribution of the first intra-coding, but 
do not provide information as to the extent 
to which the intra-coding of a macroblock 
according to the first mode differs 
technically from one according to the second 
mode. Nor does the description provide any 
information in this regard. If the 
intention with the two coding modes is that 
intra-coding is carried out simply for two 
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different reasons (error robustness and 
coding efficiency) , then there is no 
technical difference between the two modes. 
Until these questions are clarified by the 
wording of the claim, feature (bl) cannot be 
taken into consideration for the purposes of 
the examination under PCT Article 33. > 



(c) another group of the macroblocks of the images 
<The other group / remainder of the 
macroblocks? Is there a third group of 
blocks which is possibly not coded at all?> 

is coded in <according to> a second intra- 

coding mode 

<With regard to the technical significance 
of the second intra-coding mode, reference 
is made to the above discussion. > 

or is coded in an inter- coding mode 

<The feature is unclear - owing to the "or" 
clause it is not clear whether for the 
stated other part of the blocks the second 
intra-coding mode or the inter-coding mode 
is used at all. The second intra-coding and 
the inter-coding can currently be read only 
as alternative methods . 
It is possible that the applicant's 
intention was that the blocks of the other 
group be coded at least partly according to 
the inter- coding mode and the remainder 
according to the second intra-coding mode. 
This point can be clarified, however, only 
if such clarification can be shown to be 
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based on the original disclosure or if it 
can be shown that the clarified feature 
belongs to the prior art, for example D3 . 
In the latter case, the applicant should, in 
addition to providing clarification, move 
the boundary between the preamble and the 
characterising part.> 

(d) in the inter-coding mode, movement vectors (v) 
for the macroblocks are selected from the 
quantity (R) of accessible reference images; 

(e) the selection from the quantity (R) of 
accessible reference images is restricted such 
that referencing involves only <necessary, 
currently missing clarifications those image 
areas <image areas - macroblocks? - are 
resorted to> which are not later subjected to 
the first intra-coding mode, 

<Later in relation to what point in time? 
Later than the particular reference image or 
later than an image to be currently coded? 
The last passage indicated assumes that the 
method can predict or has information 
regarding which macroblock of any and each 
desired image to be coded in the future will 
be coded according to the intra- coding mode. 
According to the current wording of the 
.claim, it is also possible that each 
macroblock position, even if these are in 
different images, is at some time subjected 
to the first intra-coding . If it is not 
excluded and is therefore possible that "in 



FormPCT/IPBA/409 (Supplemental Box) (January 1994) 



INTERNATIONAL PI 




LY EXAMINATION REPORT 



Internati^^Wplication No. 



PCT/DE 03/00176 




Supplemental Box 

(To be used when the space in any of the preceding boxes is not sufficient) 



Continuation of: BOX 1 1 1 . 1 . 



later images' 7 each macroblock can be coded 
at least once according to the first intra- 
coding mode, then, according to feature (e) , 
it is not possible to carry out inter-coding 
at all, since then all blocks of any prior 
reference image would have to be excluded. 
It is stressed that all the features of the 
claim relating to inter- coding can be taken 
into consideration for the examination of 
novelty and inventive step only if it is 
clarified whether the inter-coding is 
actually applied to at least one group of 
the macroblocks of the "other group 77 - see 
the observations relating to feature (b) . 
This is not currently clear. > 



In view of the considerable lack of clarity in the. 
subject matter of the claim detailed above, in 
particular owing to the problems stated under 
points (c) and (e) , it is not currently possible to 
examine the claim in respect of the requirements of 
PCT Article 33(2) and (3). However, the above- 
mentioned feature (e) , taken individually, does not 
appear to be contained in the available prior art 
and therefore it appears promising to pursue the 
subject matter of the application on this basis and 
with the necessary clarifications being made 
(particularly relating to the question of whether, 
as per the wording of the claim, inter-coding 
actually does take place or may take place) . 
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3. 



Claims 2 to 9 



Claim 2 : It is not clear in what way the stated 
error robustness criteria have a technical effect 
on a (possible) selection of one group of the 
macroblocks (claim 1) or (possibly) on the type of 
intra-coding of a macroblock. 

Claim 5 : 

The additional features in claim 5 have no clear 
technical delimiting effect on the claimed subject 
matter. 

Claim 6 : 

Feature (a) : 

"from the <a?> quantity of possible inter-coding 



- "the" requires prior introduction of the stated 
quantity. In addition, according to claim 1, this 
appears to concern only the same type of inter - 
coding in which merely the selection of the 
reference blocks is subject to certain conditions. 
The stated "quantity" (that is plurality) of inter- 
coding modes mentioned in claim 6 thus appears to 
be inconsistent with the technical disclosure that 
can be derived from claim 1 (lack of clarity - PCT 
Article 6) ; 

" the <a?> rate distortion-optimised movement 



modes 
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compensation" 
- "the" requires prior introduction of the stated 
movement compensation. This feature should read: 
"...optimum movement vectors (v) are selected from 
a quantity (V) of possible movement vectors for 
a rate distortion-optimised movement 
compensation" . 

Feature (b) is not clear. A clarified version 
based on the interpretation of claim 1 and the 
description could read, for example: "..., there 
being removed the combinations relating to the 
coding of those macroblocks of the image to be 
coded currently, of which it is known that they 
will be coded in the stated first intra-coding mode 
in an image to be coded later". 

In feature (c) it is not clear how the desired 
"best combination based on rate-distortion 
criteria" is technically achieved. This feature 
appears to relate more to the desired result rather 
than providing a clear definition of the technical 
features needed to achieve this result. 

In addition, reference is made to a quantity of 
intra-coding modes. This is formally correct, 
since claim 1 refers to two different (?) intra- 
coding modes. However, the term "quantity" implies 
a larger number of different intra-coding modes, 
which does not appear to be supported by the 
description. 
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In feature (d) , the sub-feature "that the image 
block was <???> coded in the previous step, step 
(c) , using an intra-coding mode" is unclear, since 
this type of coding, according to feature (b) , only 
takes place "in a later image". 

It is. also unclear what technical effect the stated 
"identifying" of the reasons for the intra-coding 
has on the subject matter of the claim. 

Since dependent claims 2 to 9 include the features 
of the extremely unclear claim 1, it is not 
possible to examine these dependent claims with 
respect to the requirements of PCT Article 33(2) 
and (3) . This applies particularly to claims 2, 5 
and 6, the additional features of which are also 
unclear. 

4, Claims 10-13: 

Claim 10 ; Claim 10 fails to define the special 
technical steps that are necessary on the decoder 
side in order to decode the images coded according 
to the method as per one of claims 1 to 9 (PCT 
Article 6 not satisfied) . Nor does the application 
sufficiently disclose a decoding method, whether or 
not it requires special technical features (PCT 
Article 5 not satisfied) . 

Claim 11 : Although the original application 
discloses the execution of error masking when 
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decoding, disclosure for executing error masking 
per se is insufficient (PCT Article 5 not 
satisfied) , if this can be considered a technical 
characteristic feature at all, which is currently 
doubtful. It is also not clear what technical 
relationship could exist between the concepts of 
claims 1 and 11. The application thus also appears 
to lack unity of invention (PCT Rule 13 not 
satisfied) . 

Claim 12 : It is considered that a person skilled in 
the art is basically capable of constructing 
corresponding devices from method features. Since, 
however, claim 12 refers back to the extremely 
unclear claims 1 to 9, it is not clear to a person 
skilled in the art how such devices should be 
constructed (PCT Article 6 not satisfied) . 

Claim 13 ; The claim does not meet the requirements 
of PCT Articles 5 and 6 and of PCT Rule 13 for the 
same reasons as specified for claims 11 and 12. 

For the reasons stated above, it is not possible to 
examine claims 10 to 13 in respect of the 
requirements of PCT Article 33(2) and (3) . 

5. Priority 

It is currently considered that the priority for 
the disclosed or claimed coding method steps is 
valid. The priority is not, however, considered 
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valid in relation to the claim concerning decoding, 
since the priority document relates only to coding. 
The priority document does not disclose 
corresponding decoding or a decoder. 
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